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J& 4141, appeliant responds to the Corvected Examiner’s Answer

AL On fuly 14, 2009, the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences (herainalter Tihe

Board™y tssued s Order indicating that the present application was not ready for docketing as an

appeal due to certain srrovs/omiasions by the HExaminer and retwrned the prosent apphication b

(o]

the Bxaminer for correction of the noted issues prior to docketing the application for appeal. In

{H the Fxamives's Angwer did not appear ake IRt
considerstion gppeilant’s amendment filed on Mareh &,

0 andd

was uo hdication on the record (;*-"
a’:;.i“:\.i'nm“ had  considered  Informatic
ratements Hiled by appellant on March ?"“
Ei.i{} Sepiewaber 7, 2007, March 7, 2008,
2.{.3{}-\.,

B. I roesponse i the Bowrd's Ovder of July 14, 2009, the Examiner fasued a Corrected

Fxaminer's Answer on Apgost 5, 2009, Upon review of the Comected Bx aminer’y Anawer, it

semaing unclear whether appeliant’s ammeadment filed on March 6, 2006 and sppellant’s
fformation Disclosure Statement filed on March 12, 2007 have beon considerad. For example,

ths “Rgtys of Amendments After Final” section of the Corrected Examiner’s Anawer ingdioates

that “{n]o amendiment after final has been fled.” and the Corrected Bxaminer’s Amendment



r\:‘;‘ﬁ;wim \ppeimen Attorney’s Phavket No, DERTS-813600

nowhere addressed appeliant’s Information Disclosure Statement of Mareh 12, 2007 1y
addition, i appears tha both the “Grounds of Rejection” aud the "Response 1 Avgument”
sections of the Corrected Hramuner's Answer remaly unchanged substantively from the onigingl

Examiner’s Apsweyr of June 3, 2006,

. On Queher 1, 2000, in response 1o the Correcied Examiner’s Answer of August §,

Py

N

200%, the Bourd tsened another Order fndicating that the correctiona required by the Board's

Order of July 14, 2009 had not been made in tharr entirety. In particular, the Qrder noted:

{1 the Carrected Examiner’s Answer did not appear {0 take into consideration
appellant’s amendment filed on March 6, 2008 and
there was uo :s‘dscza iy on the recerd of whether the Exammer had

considered the Information Dx*" sure Staterment fHad by appellant on
March 12, 2067

I Om Angust 7, 2006, appefiant filed & Reguest for Oval Hearing snd a Reply Brief i

vesponse 1o the origingl Examiner’s Answer of Jane §, 2006, Due s the fuct that the Corrented

ARENET S ABRWEr

Exarniner’s Answer appears to be unchanged substantively from the oniginal Bx

of Jone §, 2006, appellant i3 uot now {tling any substantive respouss 10 the Corrected Bxaminer's

Answer of August 8, 2009, Rather, appellant is filing this Reply Briel simpiy 1o indicate that

\'\‘~

appellant wishes o matntain appellant’s Appeal Brief of March 6, 2006, Reply Brief of Augus

s

7, 2006, and Reguest for Oral Hearing of Avgust 7, 2006, For the reasons stated i appeliant’s
Appeal Brief of March 6, 2006 and Reply Brief of Aggust 7, 2006, appeilant submits that the

fimal rejection should be reversed.
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